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" The determinants of marital disruption for a nationally representative

cross-section of black and white women aged 14 to 2k in 1968 are examined

from an interdisciplinar; spective. Utilizing data from the National
Longitudinal Survey of Lebdt) Market Behavior of Young Women, a multivariate .
analysis incorporating a fyll range of economic, social and demographic

variables examined the determinants of a first marital disruption between

1968 and 1973 for young women who were married at any point during that

1ntewﬁ . While economic factors were found to Qave some importance, other

social and demographic ‘factors appeared to have a more significant

independent effect on the probability of disruption.
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¢ ) INTRODUCTION

-

While the literature which focuses on the determinants of marital

disruption has expanded greatly in recent years, it has for the most part

&

"lackgg,an_interdisciplinary perspective. This is unfortunate, as the

causes of marital disruption undoubtedly cross many disciplinary lires, ¥

being clearly linked to psychological, social, and'economic factors.

The literature examining psychological indicators has concentrated
. . '1 -

on the'effects on marital instability of certain background factors, such

as value dissimilarity émong mates, age at marriage, premarital or early
: v

postmarital pregnancy, and interéenerational %rénsmissiQ% of instability.
Age'at marriage is found to be a strong predictor of marital disruption,
regardless of whether univariate or multivariate techniqueé are used .
(Bumpass -and Swéet; 1972, Gary Lee, 1977; Shirley Johnson, 1975; Ross

and Sawhill, 1975). Univariate analyses also appear to positively

-

cafrelate premarital or early postmarital pregnancy with marital .

instabiiity. (Christenéen,,1963; Bacon, 1974; Coombs and Zumeta, 1970;
Furstenberg, 1976). However, once controls for other socioeconomic

charécteristics are added, only illegitimacy (premarital birth) is

/

associated with significantly higher disruption probabilities (Sweet and

" Bumpass, 1973; Hampton, 1975). There is also evidence of the transmission

of inﬁergenerationéi marital instability, as some studies indicate that

Y

¢hildren of broken marriages are more likely to have their own marriagés

" dissolve (Bumpass and Swee£2 1972; Pope and Mueller, 1976; Goode, 1956).

Finally, there appears to be some empirical supporpifor the hypothesis

that marital satisfaction declines for those who marry dissimilar mates

~ . . )
(Becker, 1973). Dissimilarities are sgen in terms of religion (Levinger,
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19653 Landis, 1963; Becker, Landes, and Michael,-q977), education

(Bumpass and Sweet, 1972) and age (Bumpass and Sweet, 1972).

Another potential source of pressure on a marriage is the social
s . J
structure of the community in which the couple resides, Variables

proxying for such a structure include the urban nature of the residence,

the regional location, aﬂa\%ommunity norms. Carter and Plateris

(l9i§3 find rural divorce rates to be substantially lower than urban

ones; Cutright's work (1971) appears to confirm lower divorce rates for
settled farmers. goss and Sawhill (1975), us;hg multivariate analys?s,
also find that living in an SMSA has a significantly pegative impact on
stability. In terms of regional variations, Ross and Sawhill (1975) unlike
Bumpasé and Sweet (1972) find no significant reduction in the probability

J .
of disruption for nonwhites living in the South. Highest separation

-

rates are for nonwhites living in the Northeast and for whites living

in the West. Although the effect on divofge of changing societal

-

attitudes has not been empirically studied, over time divorce appears to

have become more socially. acceptable. ] .

Shifting to the economic perspective, perhaps the most significant R

recent work is that of Ross and Sawhill (1975) which, more than most
other reéearch, tries to bridge the interdiscfplinary gap by izcluding
a fairly wide range of economic and noneconomic variables in their )
mbdgling. Théin primary focus, however, is an attempt to distinguish
those economic factorg which are felt to contribute to marital breakdown

from those hypqthesized‘to "cement" a marriage. .

X3
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Ross and Sawhill term these forces "in@ependénce"-and "income" effects.

From an ‘economic perspecﬁive, factors wﬂ£;h~ﬁ6ﬁid~promote a feeling of

economic independence ig q’wgman, sucﬁ as highmwage employment or access '2
s : ¢

tc asset iﬁcome independent of her husbapq, m;ght everything else

A
o .

being equaL\provide encouragement for a woman to\leave a marriage. 1In

N ‘ S ;
contrast, factors.which encourage a wife's dependence on her husband,
. 4 *
éuch as his high earnings or substantial personal asset income, are

\ .
"income" effects which would normaily be associated with below average

. -

probabilities of marital breakdown. In addition to these absolute income
and earnings concepts, relative concepts also appear in the economics
litergture, such as the relationship of the wife's actual or expected

. ~ : . ‘
earnings to changes in the husband's earnings over time and the ratio

of the husband's actual to his expected earnings. ’ ’/{

» Te

Gooée (1956) first introduced the concept of an "income" ‘effect by
his finding that divorce Was more common among theblower classes, whethér
these classes were defined by husband's education or occupation, or by
family income. Cutright (1971), however, concluded that once controls are
ihtroduced for family inéome, husband's education and occupation had no
direct effect on marital stability. This resu}t was supported by Johnson
(1975) and Hampton (1975) using.a multivariate framework. However: several
other researcher% usiﬁ;,multiviarate techniques have in recent Years
concluded that the absolute level of the husbaﬁd's,earnings hasA&g\\

-

apparent effect on dissolution prdbabilities, but rather it is the

.

stability of these earnings which is important (Ross and Sawhill, 1975;

Cherlin, 1976), The level of family assets is also found to be sighificantly
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Sawhill, 1975; Cherlin, 1977). A,

A,

!; ’
agsociated with mgrital stability in a positive direction (Ross end

e
a

ihe level of-the wife's earnings has served as the primary proxy for
the "independence" effect. There appears to be a general)cdﬁfirmation in
the iiterature that these earnings are positively essociatedﬂwith the
probablllty of disruption’ (Ross and Sawhlll 1975, Johnson, 1975) .
Alternatively, Cherlin (1976) attempts to test directly Becker's theory

of merriage (1973) which hypothesizes greater marital stability where

>

the ratio of the wife's wage relative to her husband's wage is low,

~

sucp that the wife‘s-comparative advantage is to remain in the home

o

$

specializing in nonmarget work. Cherlin's results are consistent with

Becker's hypothesis.

®

_Somevhat related to this hypothesized "independehce" effect is the effect

‘of the presence of children on marital stability. Becker (1973) sees the

A
number of children at home as pos1t1vely asso¢iated with marital

stablllty (1) because there is then a greater demand for role specializa-

¥

tion (i.e., a greater amount of time in the home is required on the part

of the wife) and (2). because couples with less stable marriages have fewer

‘children. At the same {ime, recent research suggests that the presence of
halie a

.

children interferes with the husband-wife relaticnship (Campbell 1975).

2

In part this paradox can be-resolved by the fact that the presence of

14

) chlldren, part1cularly~those of preschool age, represents a s1gniflcan£ cost

N
9

for the wife if she separates from her husband and retains custody of the

cnildren. The negative association that’Becker, Landes, and Michael (1977)

£

e ‘

i
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A .
’ //Cutright and Scanzoni, 1973). -

.variabléjproxyépg for accessibility to AFDC 5enefits have not found

o
find between the probability of divorce and the number of own children

remains unconfirmed by other research. However, the presence of an

infant is generally found to be significantly and megatively related to '

‘the probability of disselution.(Cherlin, 1977; Carter and Plateris,

1963; Johnson, 1975). . . . -

%

¥ The marital disruption literatur§ has -also explorea"the notién

. e

that among low income families there may be a welfare effect, %ince

.
N s

the separated, divorced or unmarried woman with children can receive

.

- . )

’financial’subsidiés that are unobtainable while remeining inside the”
/‘»% 4

marriage. Marjorie Henig (1973), using data on Lk of the largest SMSA's

/ does find' a relationship between high welfare payments and the proportion

- . N o‘o . . '
qof women heading famlllgs with cRildren. When AFDC payments were

compared specifically to ratios of separated to married motheré'ﬂiffering

in race and rural-urban lotation, hﬁghef;paymehﬁs did appear to ‘be _

associated with higher ratios (Moles, 1976). However, multivariate
. 1]
analysis predicting marital disruption and incorporating an eiplahatorx
¥ } i ¢ ‘l.\ ‘

.o ,)
i}gnifidant relationships (Cherlin, 1976; Ross ‘and Sawhill, 1975; -
N ¢ 5

A -

. The. Data

o

» , v,
‘This study uses a:;ample universe from the National Longitudinal
= ~ . / v
Surveys' cohort of young women interviewed in every year over a five-year

3
P

period between 1968 and 1973. The cohomt_interviewed is representative

. »
. ; o8 *
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of a safiple of American women aged 1l to 24 in 1968, with oversampling of
nonwhites to permit separate analyses (Parnes, 1977). Thus, the results of

this study may be q9nsidered representative of and generalizasble to a full
il . 2 A i 4
.cross-segtion of young American women.who have married in recent years,

v

Our sample of maritally disrupting women includes %lI‘wbmen vho are
4 “ ) T

either separated or divorced between 1968 and 1973 (see Appendix). All

of these women were either already married in 1968 or married at some

°

time after that point but beforé the 1973 interview. Women who moved

from a "never married" status in one survey to a "disrupted" status in
R - .
-
the next are exciu@ed since no information exists with respect to the

2

. * . « N\
characteristics of their husbands. The small numben, of women who were

4

BRI

. ‘" 4 » . \
enrolled in school at the last survey date before their marital disruption

.
»

are also excludea since information on their predisruptdion labor market

L

-2 . 3 Y
activity and earnings\is less meaningful.

Since the precise [date of separation caffhot be determined for most

1

women, the "before" and "after" status will refer to the nearest

interview date before and after the marital disruption, Throughout thy
. A
study, "T" will refer to the last interviey before the disruption and

L]

S

3 . ' ’
"p - 1," the immediately earlier inteyview date., 1In general, for ‘the

disrupfing women , ;ll'vafiables will be measured at the survey point "T."

In order to ‘compare the charactéristics of individuals in our

4

Sample whose marriages disrupted with a comparable group whose marriages

o A} .

remained intact, a "eémpar\ison group" representing '"nondisrupting

. N Lt . . ’
counterparts" (to those whose marriages broke down) was constructed.

/
In the most general terms, & woman was included in the comparison group

A

. L P ' . <

,




"economic determinants of both events should be similar{. regardless of

*a
1 ,o~ .

°
/.

if 'she was in her first marriage at some point between 1968 and 1973 '

-~

and the marriage didinot’ﬁreak up during the period.l * =

In order to maximize the sample size, marital disruption is defined

-

to include both those who separate and those who divorce. It is felt

thgﬁ this is Justified in most instances, as the short-term social and =

. .

whether the process results in a quick divorce or a more lingering

)
separation process.

[

Given the nature of our sample, the perspective of this paper
will be from the Temaiekside. That f%, the focus.ié‘on why a woman

separates from or is divorced from.ﬁér husband.
ﬁerspéctive might be quite different.
( . -

mirror images are implied, symmetry in all instances is not suggested.

Clearly, the husband's

While to some extent certain

v

-
~

lSince many women were eligible to be in the comparison group at. . ¢
more than one survey date, the eligible respondents were randomly ’
distributed across survey years in the same prqportlons as the disruptees -
were distributed. Further adjustments were made in the comparlson -
group consistent with the adjustment madé in the disruptee population,
This~adjustment excluded women who were never married at T but who .

subsequently did have their marrieges disrupt. See Appendix for :
details. '
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Finally, the nature of the data perhaps biases the focus of the

d v

research, particularly with regard to the interpretation of the

determinants of the marital disruptian. Thaf:is, . ~ ) ,

t

what is in reality a continuous process’is being measured im a discrete

way. Thus, for example, the factors that are found to be significant
"determinants" of marital disruption mey well reflect precipitating
- . ) :
events in the disruption process rather than true causes of disruption.
:(0

- .~

As.such, overt manifestations of a much more subtle process are being

4

recorded. .

. RESULTS

/ . v a -
Some tabular results An examination of Table 1 suggesE; that
there are indeed major sociceconomic differences at time T between
mﬁritally disrupting and'nondisruptiﬁg ("reference") families. Women

. in stable (nondisrupting) femilies had higher family incomes, were less

A A

likely to’be receiving public assistance, and were better educated.

[N

From a relative perspective, their families were more likely to have

o improved their fiﬂancial situg?ion during the preceding ye;; (vetween
- T -1 and T). Aside from the\direct economic factors, women f?om

‘s£able bacigrounds (1iving with both parents at age 14), living in

- ‘

smaller families (with fewer children of their own) also had lower

’

disruption probabilities. véimilar patterns are evidenced for both

. 2 . .

P " black and white women. However, blacks, regardless of whether they
disrupted or remained married, had lower levels of economic well-being
| E Y ) »

than whites.

. .




Table 1 Characterlstlcs of Marital Disruption-and Comparlson Groups e

. at Time.T, by Race “ . I
f s N : 0 N Y O - ’
" T . Comparison group |Marital disruptees ‘|,
Characteristics . . . p s
) . Whites | Blacks | Whites Blacks
5 3 . c . a
“Work-related: - - ) : ;
Labor force participation rate F 56.0 58.5 54.9 56.4 e
Unemployment rate 10.8 17.9. | 12.5 - | 29k
Median Duncan Index of current | e - )
or ‘last job Tl 2 f22.h 37.9. 19.1
Percent taking tralnlng in A ot &
| past year i{i’ 16.9 d7.4 -16.3 .| 13.8
Percent (of employed) employed ot <
full time ( 69.3 | 715.0 { 75.5..| 88.7
Husband's weeks worked in past Y R B
year (percent with'Iess ‘than ’ .
, 26 weeks) 9.5 [ 4.8 8.5.77 9.2
Mean hourly wage of ¢urrent or - : : .
or last job - - 2.03 | 1.71 1.79 1.6k S
Income-asset ’ ) N -
Median femily income, ) 7,797 6 296 7,098 *| %,700.
) Median respondént's earn1ng§ 1,169 8Ll 5| 8383 .| 982 -
) . Mean family income 8,232 6,890 7,522 6,251
v . Mean respondent's earnings 1,982 1,608 1,708 1,59L v
- Percent with liabilities TR R / i
T (excl.« 30-day charge) ’ 43.0 49.3° 59.0 k6.9 ¢ .
’ - Percent owning own home - 26.9 17.6 32.6 19.7 ’
Percent with improving finances . ”
-bétween T - 1 and T 57:8 54.3 48.8 32.4 :
Percent with family member’ ] Y A
receivi ublic 2, . I KR (P T B ‘
ng_pu e | 5 T.7 5 7.3 _
Family-related .~ , . o !
Mean family size 2+97° ] ~h.1b 3.25 .54 .
Percent with own children © . 48.6 68.3 |- 61.h 83.4
Duration of marriage (percent e .
married less than 3.5 years) . 69.5 [v T3.7 53.1 “55.1
~ o - ‘ s
Personal 5
Percent with less than 12 years T~ . &
of school . 17.8 35.3 .. 38.8 56.4
) ' Percent who lived with both : o * * o
, , parents at age 14 } 85.1 61 75.6 51.3 o
Median age . ' o 22.3 . 22.1 21,7, 21.8 ;
L * .Y
. s TEL ..
11 e ,
. qz' ‘ ! A f'
. /t\’.‘ .
d 4 T
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¥ survey of work-related characteristics indicates that, although

. both the comparison and disrupting groups within bSth races have similar

labor force participation rates, there are, nevertheless, certain '

differences. Among blacks, sthose who subsequently disrupt have.a

[

substantially higper unemployment rate than their married counterparts.
%

If employed black disrupteeSAare more likely to be employed full time

©

but at somewhat lower wages’than those who are not disrupting. Their
husbapds, on the other hand, are more likely to be working fewer than

26 weeks than are the husbands of those who remain married. Among ™
. .

whites, the wage differentials are even more pronounced thaﬁ among

blacki but other differences are less substantial.

, [3

Some multivariate résults .In order to estimate the independent'

L]

"+ .influence of the various socioeconomic and demographic factors on the

. 'probability of.m;rital disruption, & multivariate model incorpdratiné

) g L auvariety of relevant“variables was constructedﬁﬁ The multivariate

)i»'- - j‘technique employed is mu}giple classification analysis (MQA), a form _
e .‘of reéression analysis using dummy variables. *With MCA one can deteimine
. for'relevant:categories of a certain independent variable what' .

(4 [} .

proportion of young women subsequently experienced marital disruption,

- hd .

assuming that members of that subcategory were average on all the
° 7 1Y
other characteristics. ) ) et .
c . = v . -
’ . “ - -
The dependent variable is dichotomdus, with a value of """ given

to those respondent$ whose maxriages first disrupted between 1968 énd
-, i £ .

] 19%3 and a "O" if the respondent was at some point during this period .

- .0

.eligible to disrupt but did not do so (6ur previously defined "comparison"

group). The full multivariate model which estimates the probabilimy of

Y ~

-, - ¥ - . R
0 : ' 12 °
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. respondent's education, work experience, South/nonSouth residence,

~~

-

¢
marital disruption for black and white women include’s a range of . |

~

&

. Socioeconomic and demographic variables which, based of* the review of,

[}

the literature, were felt to be signif%cant predictors of marital

»

Fa .

3 .
disruptiosi. While the rationale for most of the variables is self

L3

1

explanatory, the variables proxying for "income" and

"independence"

effects deserve fqgther explanation.

The proxies for the Yindependence” effect are the woman's potential

e

LY

N o>
wage (a:constructed variable which estimates a woman's potential hourly

v -~

. G . C ) 5
*  earnings based on a<§umber of her personal characteris‘c:}cs);2 hex;ﬁ%cessﬂ

. ¥
¢ . ’ , - .y ’

»

:‘ . N
?lctual hourly earnings are hypothesized to be a function of the -

e
k4

< SMSA/nonSMSA, and job tenure.

From these estimates for women who

« Vere working, we then estimated values for nonworkers, assuming them .
'td have similar wage structure.

14

-

.2

For whltes, the wage equatlon is as follows7(with t-statistics

in parentheses):

4

4

7
WAGE = 140.54 - 20. 873><(EDUCATION) + 15. 566x(w0Rx, E}CPERIENCE) - :
g (2.95) -2.83) 16 5;»).~ ol (
+ 14,703 ( JOB TENURE) - 1. 2874 x(JOB TENURT‘..Q) %
(L.L2) (-2.90) .
¢ “3 o &
. - 69TO6X(WORK EXPERIENCE?) + 25.870x(SMSA) e

: (-3.0k4) — (5.28) . '

- #9788 (S0UTH) + 1.6068><(EDUCATION2) CoL

- (-0.98]) (5.59) ‘ R

For ‘blacks,” the wage equatlon is sas follOWS (with t-statistiecs

/7 @arenthfses , f L

WAGE = 193.79 - 20. 90h><(EDUCATION) + 14.012x(WORK EXPERIENCE)
) (377, o (=2.89) ‘ .(5 25) ,
+.8.B415%(JOB TENURE) - .35380x(JOB. rRE?) . s .
. (2.10) (~0.58) ‘ -~ "
\ ' / | | .

M .k !
*» L . s . X - Gﬂ
r N [4_ Y iﬂ
. PRV . . .
= . . o A e
. ” . o e N ;'
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-to welfare (primafily AFDC) paymenss;3 her lsbor market exberience as
measured by the numbe; of yeas? she has worked six AOnths or more

.since leav1ng school; apd the number of hours she ngﬂed durlng the
survey week at time T. While none of xhese variables reaches<slgn1flcance
as aopreéictor Qf marital breakdown fofggoth races, there are several
variables which seem to affe¢t one race but not the other. The hours

worked in the ‘survey week.and years of work experience are significant

. 5~ predictors of marital disruptioﬂ'for white women but are not for blacks.
. - s : '
; e . 4

-

» L

- 1.1459x(WORK EXPERIENCE®) + 20.261x(SMSA) :
(-h.Sh) ' (3.31) ° -
- 39.108x(SOUTH) +'1.4513x(EDUCATION?) ‘ .
(-7.17) (4.13) ¢ R
- . ) * . . .
3To measure the ease of obtaihing benefits, we use the proportion
. of potentially eligible households (according to Census definition)
. actually receiving AFDC ass1stance by state. The actual benefit
level received is proxied by Social Security statistics giying average
payment per recipient by state. We can then construct a variable of
. the following form: oo . ) .

3
~

\ .4 )
(1) "High sccessibility - high benefits

(2) Low acdessibility ~ low benefits

( Low accessibility < high benefits

High accessibility - low benefits
High accessibility means that the state has above the mean proportion .
of potentially: eligible households actually receiving AFDC. High
i benefit levels mean that the state has above the mean average Payment
per recipient. . . '

- 3

[ ™
R

- hThe potential wage variable, contradicting the proposed hypothesis,
is negatively associated with the maritsl disruption probabilities. One
explanation for such a result is that the potential wage variable acts more
as a proxy for a measyre of a permanent wage, i.e., the level of earnings

~ that a woman can expect to receive given her educational attainment and
area of residence, rather than measuripg her earning power at a single
point in time in a labar market. . '

®
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«

.0f the two, oply'the work experience variable approaches significance
for .the black respon@ehts. Conversely, only éccgssibility to welfare
. (a
vattains a high level of significance for the blaék women; although the
Vhriaple is not siggﬁficant fbr whites, it does operat'e in the right

. > direction. Empirical evidence consistent with the hypothesized

"independence" effect is, therefore, moderately significant for whites

5 .

but marginal at test for black respondents.
N The pfimary'"income" effect, variable ih the model is husband's

earnings; higher earnings by the husband, everything else being equal,

should be associated with lower levels of magital disruption. Lower !

; f . : - .

family debt levels would also be expected to be associated with mote
‘ Al

" stable marriages. In a relative context, one would expect greater
marital stability in those marriages th?e the famiiy financial status

" has been stable or improving.

.
[

Cos T There was no substantial association between husband's earnings
3 . . '

- v § ’
X - d marital stability for either blacks or whites. For whites, however,
- . . - Ea I

- . '3

]

5In’supplementary analyses of the determinants of labor force ,
particépétion at time T, a model which included an explanatory variable .
s indicating whether or not the respondent would disrupt during the foliowing
s yvear showed a significant associstion for whites but not for blacks. - .
That ig, white women who were working at timg,T and subsequently had -
, their ma?ria%F disrupt exhibited anticipatory behavior which might well
be termed an ”'independence". effect--working in anticipation of a
L subsequent«maritél disruption. The directions of causation and the
) explanations for the significant association are undoubtedly complex,
and ‘beyond the scope of this paper.

Al

ghis variable is based on the:question asked of each respondent
at T a$ to.whether she feels her family's financial position is'bettey,

about the same, or worse than at’the previous interview date. -

l
~ ¢ ’ 5
) v -
' " . N - .
. 4 : - .
.
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having no. accumulated debts was assoclated with lower levels of” marltal dis- |

13
»

’ ruption. Finally, recent improVements in flnanclal position (between T—l and

T),were<associated with lower probabilities of marital disruption for both

.
(N

races; but was significant only for E&aéks. This suggests, as other re-

gearchers have concluded, that to the extent that economlc factors are rele—
w

vant, concepts wh1ch measure changes in a family's economic sﬂatus relative .
. > ' ’

.

to their particular comparison group may be of greater 1mportance than status .

- 7/
\: les referring to one point in time.

\ 'ifmurbe noted in_Iable 2, demographic and social variao;es associated
with the woman's background are 1mportant pred1ctors of marital breskdown, N
in contrast to the only moderate s1gn1f1cance of the economic varlables.7

These variables include the education, age and duratlon of marriage of the

. 2 -

respondent as well as the urban/rural nature of the respondent's residence.

k3

“For both black and white womeén, the negative association betﬁeen education

and marital disruption pro%abi;ities is highly sign;ficantl The fact that
this inverse relationshio persists even after controlling for the économic

correlates of educational attainment indicates that higher levels of schooling
. . N ' ’
[y < i
bear an independent relationship to a propensity for marital stability.
oL, o <

Consistent with the literature, being raised in a broken home is found
) :

. 9 .
to be positively associated with marital disruption even with all the other

socioecono%ic controls in this:model. Thus; there appear to be certain

< .

. 3 L
social-psychological syndromes among both blacks and whites which tend to

&

pass on a "propensity to disrupt" from one generation -to the next.

2,
- -

+

7'I'he reader mey wonder why the adjusted R2 values for both the white

and black models are small. It is generally accepted that disaggregated
data, such a8 data by indiv1dual households, increase the relative impor-
tance‘of negleﬁted variablés. sFor a further discussion of the reasons why
the adJusted“R™ values tend to be small when regressions are run on cross-
section data for individuals, gee Henri Theil, Principles of Econometrics
(New York: John Wiley andﬁ%ons, 1971), p. 181.
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Table 2 UnadJusted “and AdJusted Proportions of Respondents
: Experiencing a Marital Disruption between 1968 and
1973, 'by Race: Multiple Classifieation Analy51sa
’ Number of | Unadjusted | Adjusted |F-ratio
haTacterlstlcs respondents | proportion | proportion |
: ; WHITES
Age of youngest child . ) 0.ko
N 0-1 years 650 ©.1k 12
2 or more years 382 <.16 .1h
No children 998 .10 .12
1343 o
Accessibility of welfare
in state Ty 1.77
! Low access - low - . }
benefits . 551 .1h 11
High access - high
benefits « | 812 -, .12 .14
Other ’ w 66T 12 12
Respondent's education T ' 13.62%%%
) 0-11 yeéars ' Lk .2k, .20 ;
*vee 12 years 1,093 11 .11 qﬁ:j;fﬁ
':.&“13 Or more years 493 .06 .10 )
Débt aceumulation g 4 2.92%
No debt STT . (" .09 A1
Some debt . 604 .15 TS5
Not gscertainable 849 .13 12
Work experience ‘ : Ve R AL
0-2 years 1,202 - _ .12 S
3 or more years’ 828 .13 .15
i Potentlal wage . 4.59
$1.50 or less 658 16 .16
S$1.52:- 1.99 - 643 11 11
$2 Ooaor more 729 .10 11 ;
Re51déné§3 in SMSA ~ 8.96% %%
Yeés© - 1,239 .13 &
No, 791 .11 .10
Husbdnd's earnings in R '
ast year ’ 2.17%
$0 - 3,999 6L0 .12 .12 .
$4,000 - 5,999 - LL8 .1k .13 .
< $6,000 - 7,999 s h11 .11 11
$8,000 or more 370 11 A1
Not ascertainable 161 .17 .19 ,
(Table continued on next page.) .
- 1 p., i
' {
[~
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Table 2 - Continued
: Number of | Unadjusted | Adjusted :| F-ratio
Characteristics respondents | proportion | proportion ’
WHITES
" Both parents predent at |’ i
age 14 . L, 6O**
. Yes 1,698 11 .12
No 332 .19 .16
Agé of respondent ) T.6L¥*w%
15-19 316 .18 .19 -
20-21 . 483 «13 .1k
'22-23 576 A1 ¢ .12
2k or older . 655 .10 - .09 ..
"Durstion of marriage : i 13.83%%%
0 - 1% years 948 .09 .08 :
- 2 - 2% years . 238 N i ¢ .16
3 - 5 years 525 AT .18
5% or more years ‘ 319 .13 .15
Ease of divorce: N Y
divorce rate in state ) L Bo¥k®
0-2.6 48h .09 .10 .
2.7 - b1 535 .10 .10
.2 - 6.7 579 15 < .1k
6.8 or higher 181 .20 .20
Not ascertainable: 251 .12 .15
Change in financial .
position T - 1 to T + -, «1.03
Better 992 A1 .11
Same 606 .15 .1k .
Worse _ 182 .1k .1h
Not ascertainable 250 . "lE“7§ - 213
Hours worked during
survey week ; , 7.89% %%
None reported 1,076 .13 .10
1-34 . 283 A1 .13
35 or more 671 .13 .16
Grand mean 2,030 .13 .13 5.12%%%
R2 (adjusted) .06
(Taﬁle continued On\Eth page.)
{ ; R
v .
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(Table continued on next

page.)

Table 2 "Continued
‘ Number of | Unadjusted| Adjusted | F-ratio
Characteristics respondents | proportion| proportion
) BLACKS
_Age of youngest chilg ' ! 20,49,
0-1 years . 289 .35 .
2 or more years 135 .36 pe
No children 168 | .20 .28
Acce551b111ty of welfare
isdn state L, shxx
Low accéss - low i )
benefits - 331 .28 27
High access - hlgh - ) . -
benefits  \__ 165" .34 .35
Other . 96 .37+ Lo
. .
Respondent's edlucation . h.53%%
0-11 years 254 b .38
"12 years . 261 .26 .26
" 13 or more years Th .19 .28
Debt accumulation 0.35
No debt 167 .28 - .31
Some debt - 198 .30 .30
Not ascertalnable 227 .35 .33 ‘
' Work experience . 2.48
0-2 years 394 .32, * .29
3 or_more years . 198 .30 .35 N
Pogential wage 4 1.20
$1.50 or less : 271 .32 .29
$1.51 - 1.99 , 207 .36 .35
$2.00 or more * 11k .22 .30
‘Residence in SMSA Wl o ' y “ 0.79
YeS . 391 ~3:L k ~32 )
No 201 .32 .29
-~
Husband's earnlngs in . .
past year . 2,5h%%
$4,000 - 5,999 155 .30 .31
$69000 = 79999 75 .23 .2)4
$8,000 or more 35 .22 .28
. Not ascertainable 79 (» l;}K{Fﬁ\\\\ bs
] 1}‘
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Table 2 Continued '
.y Number of | Unadjusted Adjustea 'F7rat;o
Characteristics: respondents | proportion prqpbrtion
- BLACKS
.Bé%h parents present at ’
. W9 ;,"‘“e 1,4 1y 2.05
‘ 7 Yes . 3h2 .27 .29 ,
No 250 <37, .3k
. / 7
////~\\\\\\. Age of respondent i 3.15%%
‘ 15-19 12h 3T b2 .
20-21 143 .30 .31 ..
. 22-23 158 27 .28 ’
" 24 or older 167 .32 .27 :
Duration of marriage ' 11.28%%*
0 - 1% years . 305 -3 | .22
2 - 2% years »73 .38 .35
. 3 - 5 years 136 ° 47 47
.- 5% or more years 78 .31 34
Ease ofldivorce: ' .
divorce rate in st#te . 1,00
0 - 2‘6. 8’4 ~37 ~32 A
2.7 - b1 228 .33 .36,
b2 - 6.7 . 177 .28 .28
6.8 or higher 65 .29 .27
Not ascertainable 38 .29 .30
Change in financial ‘
position T - 1 to T 6,58%%¥
‘ _ Better o k1 - .20 2k
~ Same 220 .36 .33
! Worse 61 .39 . +35¢
C ) Not - ascertainable 70 Ry 48
Hours worked during )
survey week 1.60
. None reported 347 .36 .33
1-34 ' 59 .18, .22
35 or more ’ 186 .27 31
Grand mean 592 .31 317 | 3.5TRwx
. Re (adjusted) S P

a  Respondents 14 to 24 years of age in 1968 who have either experienced
' a first disruption or who are included in the reference group. )

* Significant at the 10 percent level.

¥ gignificant

##x gignificant

at the 5 percent level. <
at the 1 percent level.

8




Paralleling other.researchers" findingé with rega.rd to the

importance.of the sge at marxiage variable, for both black and white
» . - . X . - :
women thére remains a strong inverse association_betwe HEE

marital disruption, even after controlling for all the other factors
Q

..which are known to be associated wrﬁm aging. _The. data suggest that

any institutional means which can be used to raise significaﬁtly the
s L . s RN . A

age of marrigge coulh well lead to magjor declines in marital °di's'ruption

<Z

rates, even if no other characteristics relating to the yolith were!

»

% N »
Py “
. * dltered. The hd,justed disruption-rates for white women under the age <

/ A . ‘ f

of 20 are 19 perceri't conipared w—itﬁ‘%? percent for those aged 20-to 21,

v

12 percent for 22 to 23 year clds and 9 percént f;gr sthose women 2k years

- * ~ - ’ v
of dge and older. Parallel decliwes are evidenc¢ed Yoy black women. In

- . . 2

g ) additiod?‘after removing the éffect of #he Q‘ther sccioeccnomic and* .
(, ' 'demographlc f;ctors ;the highést marital dlsrup'blon probabilities are '
.ev1d,encépa by women whose marrla;s are of intermediate length. 8
‘,Sepa.ra.tion a.nd divorce are‘,not so prevalent dp.rlng 'the ﬁrst two years
§ . 9

of marriage as in the immed}é.tely subsedquent years. As ‘the marriage

. - ° " .\ . .{
enters the fifth and sixth years, a Qatterr; ofodecline in disruption ~ B2

T probabilities appears, at least for ‘this cohort of younger women. °

.
o N “ * R
N < L ] - . . . .
. . - .
N S . . . ~ e

e, The dlsruptlon probal;llltles for the newly married group are
sllg'htly artificially depressed since those women who are never
. married at time T but marltally disrupted bLtime T+ 1 are excl‘ﬁded

" wee.  from the ‘modet. However, even when these women e 1ncluded' -their -,
_disruption rates are significantly below those whose Jnarriages were .
4 , of.an intermediate length. - -

\ r : '




i
.l

H] R .
. Also, from a demographic perspective., there is no .evidence: of any

H »
. . N

pattern of association between childbeariné and maritaf’disruption, after

Y
<

controlling for related factors such as education, age“and duration of
marriage. Thus, tnijkdata suggest the presenoe or absence of a child per

: T : . . .o o ’ .
se is not concomitant with marital breakdown. Also, contr

-
- R zr 5 <°

been generally found in the 1iterature, the presence of an infant also

‘to what has

°
-, &
e *

does not appear tp‘affect disruption probabilities significamtly.

s . s
\ -~

other factors associated with the respondent and the marriage which'are

° 3
in turn determinants of childbearing are more likely to be the root causes.

)
v
- \
- - .
2 3

As a final note, there is a definite independent positive associatlon

.

between the probability of a whlte woman's marital dlsruptlon and the ease.

Y e"

with which one can obtain‘a d1vorce, as meaSured by- the d1vorce rate in

”»
1

her state of residence. White respohdents have about a lO percent adjusted

! o ‘

-

disruption probablllty in states where d1vorce rates aré low,. lh percent

: 3 - ’
- EY

where tﬁéy are’ moderate, and a 21 ‘percent adjustedqprobabllit§51n states

. . o . 2"
where rates are the hlghest.Q ., f L e ‘
. "o onm y«fﬂt@%
Y * T A
< ¥ -
“ «
e " e *

. 9This variaflon in d1sruption probab111t1es by state divorce rates may
be seen to be independent of urban-rural variations amo g states, since a
, control for this factor is rncluded in the model.. White Trespondents -~
living in metropolitan areas are .significantly more likely to have their..
marriage disrupt. While acknowledglng a.certain 01rcular1ty between state
divorce rates and marital’ disruption probabllrtles, the authors feel that’
he use of this varisble is justified as representing,’ at, least pgrtially,
fferential access to divorce. This is because many of the 1ndiv1dual
characteristics which might otherwise affect variatlons in. d1vorce pro-
babilities are already controlled for in the model.

[ . o
.. . a
. Y

»

foas

" Rather, .

¢
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. : CONCLUDING-REMARKS

This paper uses'a data base specifically representative of young
. adult women to examine the relative importance of economie and poﬁeconomic
factors in determining the likelihood of a maritalAdisruption. Jts focus -

on young women ‘'in the age group most vulnerable.to marital igstability

- -, ‘ .

! makes it unique among recent multivariate studies on the subject of marital
v disrﬁﬁtion~determiqants. -

In geﬁeral, it was found that q}redt ecqnomic\factons a?e apparentiy
of less importance aé.determinaﬁts of a marital breakdown than are other
sotioeconomic backéro;nd and démogr;phic factors. While modest "ingome"
and "independence" effects were noted, factofs such a; educational
attainment (indepeﬁdenf of the above economic fgctors); conming fgom a

"broken home," age and duration of marriage were'far more significant.
N re .

Of course, to the extent that the background factors'are.indirect

peterminénts of incahe and other work-related factors, the case is

-

\

i ', being oversta%%%. However, in retrospect, the results should not be

»

N U ) . .o
surprising. If men and women marry largely for noneconomic reasons,

*

Jit is,ﬁgzxinconsistent that large proportions of dissolving marriages 7

shou;gvgimilarly have. noneconomic motivations. -

'The nature of the N.L.S. data set opens up several areas for further
° . . _?

" research into the determinants of marital disruption. Since additional

longitudinal data is available on a cohort of mature women aged 30 to Ly in

Lh“§‘*““*\\19§§i\it will be possible to compare the determinants of merital disruption

across generations. In addition,\the fact that there are a significant

®

- . number of mothers and daughters out of the same household survey®d through

[ ¥
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the N.L.S. will permit closer examination of the 1ntergenerat10nal trans-

mission of marital instability, found to be signlficant in thls study

Finally, additional suryeys of the young women ] cohort under the N.L.S.
< o~ ’

will both increase.the size of the sample of young women who have under-

* t 1

" gone a disruption in their marriage and the number of women with longer

% ‘s
duration marriages before diSruption. These additivnal survey rounds will
N

ultimately increase both the nupper of sample cases as well as the repre-

[y

sentativeness of>the digruptiﬁg group. N x .
. . )
. ) . ‘\\ .
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EY

COﬁSTRUCTION OF THE MARITAL DISRUPTION AND COMPARISON GROUP SAMPLES

- l' *

The Marital Disruption Sample M

All young women who divorce or separate for the first tlme
during the 1968 to 1973 period are defined as the marital dlsruptlon
sample. glsrupted" woman will only be counted once--the year within
the 1968 to 1973 period when she first appears as disrupted (separated
or divorced). That is, if a woman were married with her spouse present
in 1968, separated in 1969, 4nd divorced in 1970, she would appear in )
the numerator_ gf the marltal dlsruptlon variable in 1969-but not again -
in 1970. .

The following slippage exists in being able to 1dent1fy properly
all disrupting women: -

(1) Women who were divorced or separated at some point before

the first survey in 1968 cannot be identified. . o
- (2) Vomen who.are married, husband present, in successive years

with the same husband and who had a separation in the intervening
interval cannot be identified. ’

In general, all other women who either separate or divorée .
betwe§h$1968 and, 1973 can be identified unless, of course, they leave
the sample before the disruption event. ‘

The Comparison Group ¢ -

%

Whereas| a first marital disruption represents a unique event,
appearing in (the (maritally stable) comparison group is not, since
many womeh obviously are "eligible to disrupt" in more than one
survey year.  Thus, to count a woman in the comparlson group every
year she 4s eligible to disrupt would result in massive double counting.
For' this reason, we have used the following procedure for defining that
group: .

°

(1) Every woman who is "eligible" at some point between. 1968
aed 1973 is included in the comparison group but only ode time.
[ . v >
| (2) Aflter excluding thost women® who are known to experience a
marital.disruption between 1968 and 1973, the remainder are randomly
distributed gcross the survey years roughly in proportion to the
) dlstrlbutlon of marital’ disruption over the five-year period. That
1s, if x percent gf all the first marital disruptions occurred between
1968 and 1969, then x percent of the eligible comparison group was
randomly assigned to that interval. Thus, once an individual is

» -

-
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A}

v selected for the comparison group in a given year, she is no longer
eligible for.inclusion in .any other year.

The abofe should meet the basic objectives of a properly defined
comparison group. That is, it (1) defines women who were eligible to
disrupt but d&id ngt do so during the appropriate time period, and (2)

assures that the comparlson group is demographically and temporally
approPriate. . .

Varlables "for th comparison group are generhlly meaSured in
example, if we seleot a woman for our comparxson group in
socioeconomic characteristics-(as entered in our model) wil
measured as of the 1970 interview. The only exception Is the c
of«those who were never married in the year in which they wzge
selected to appear. .The socioeconomic characteristics: of thege women
will be measured as of the next interview, when they are marriy ed.

- : . - *

~
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¢ " “the Center for Human Resource Research
. ' ' . e

. o The Center for Human Respurce Research is ?olicy-oriented research
unit based in the College of Administrative Science of Phe Ohio State University.
Established in 1965, the Center is concerned with a wide range of contemporary
problems associated with human resource development, conservation and

, utilization. The personnel include approximately twenty senior staff members
drawn from the disciplines of economics, education, health sciences, industrial
relations, management science, psychology, public administration, social work
and sociology. This multidisciplinary 4eam is supported by approximately 50

. graduate research associates, full-time* research assistants, computer program-

mers and other personnel. - . :

The Center has acquired pre-eminence in the fields of labor market
research and manpower planning. The National Longitudinal Surveys of Labor
Force Behavior have been the responsibility of the Center since 1965 under
.continuing support from the United States Department of Labor. Staff have been
called upon, for human resource planning assistance throughout the world with
major studies conducted in Bolivia, Ecuador and Venezuela, and recently the
National Science Foundation requested @ review of the state of the.art in human
resource planning. Senior personnel are also engaged in several other areas of
research including collective bargaining and labor relations, evaluation and
monitoring of the operation of government employment and training programs
and the projection of health education and facility needs.

B . The Center for Human Resource Research has received over one million -
) dollars annually from government agencies and private foundations to support its
research in recent years. Providifig support have been the U.S. Departments of
Labor, State, and Health, Education and Welfare; Ohio's Health and Education
Departments and Bureau of Employment Services; the Ohio cities of Columbus
and Springfield; the Ohio AFL-CIO; and the George Gund Foundation, The
breadth of research interests may be seen by examining a few of the present
projects. N ‘ . '

. The largest of the current projects is the National Longitudinal Surveys of
Labor Force.Behavior. Thiseproject involves repeated interviews over a fiftéen
year period with four groups of the United States population: older men, middle-
aged women, and young men and;women. The data are collected for 20,000
individuals by the U.S. Bureau of ‘the Census, and the Center is responsible for
-data analysis. To date dozens of research monographs and special reports have
been prepared by the staff. Responsibilities also include the preparation and
distribution of data tapes for public use, Beginning in 1979, an additional cohort
of 12,000 young men and women between the ages of 1% and 21 will be studied on
an annual basis for the following five.years. Again the Center will provide

".analysis and public use tapes for this cohort.

. The Quality of Working Life Project is another ongoing study operated in
.conjunction with the cities of Springfield and Columbus, in an attempt to
improve both the productivity and the méaningfulness of work for public
employees in these two municipélities. Center staff serve as third party
advisors, as well as researchers, to explore new techniques for attaining
management-worker cooperation. _ * - ’ .
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A third area of research in which the Center has been active is manpower
planning both in the U.S. and in developing countries. A current project_for the
Ohio Advisory Council for Vocational Education seeks to identify and inventory
the *highly fragmented institutions and agencies responsible for supplymg
vocational and technical training:in Ohio. These data will subsequent! '
integrated into a comprehensive model for forecasting the State's suppl‘g'
vocational and technical skills. -

Another focus of research is collective bargaining. Ina pro;ect for the U.S.
Department of Labor, staff members are evaluating several current experlrnents
for "expedited grievance procedures," working with unions and management in a
variety of industries. The procedural adequacies, safeguards for due process,
cost and timing of the new procedure are being weighed against traditional
arbitration techniques. , ‘ .

Senior staff also serve as consultants to many boards and commissions at
the national and state level. Recent papers have been written for the Joint
Economic Committee of Congress, The National Commission for Employment
and Unemployment Statistics, The Natiorial Commission for Manpower Policy,
The White House Conference on the Family, the Ohio Board of Regents, the Ohio
Governor's Task Force on Health, and the Ohio Governor's Task Force on
Welfare. <

The Center maintains a working library of approximately 6,000 titles which
includes a wide range of reference works and current perlodlcals. Also provided
are computer facilities linked with those of the University and staffed by
approximately a dozen computer programmers. They serve the needs of in-house
researchers and users of the National Longitudinal Survey tapes. :

For more information on specific Center activities or for a copy of the
Publications List, write: Director, Center for Human Resource Research Suite
585, 1375 Perry Street, Columbus, Ohio 43201.
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